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1 AristotleÕs comment at the close of his treatise, On Youth, Old Age, Life and Death, and Respiration (Juv.) , may be kept in mind as a warning about assimilating philosophers and physicians: ÒAs for health and disease it is the business not only of the physician but also of the natural philosopher (tou phusikou) to discuss their causes up to a point. But the way in which these two classes of inquirers differ and consider problems must not escape us, since the facts prove that up to a point their activities have the same scope; for those physicians who have subtle and inquiring minds have something to say about natural science, and claim to derive their principles therefrom, and the most accomplished of those who deal with natural science tend to conclude with medical principles.Ó (Juv. 480b22-30, RossÕ translation in The Complete Works of Aristotle. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984.) is anachronistic in that Aristotle identi es no such science. More importantly, however, construing a reproductive physiology in Aristotle and comparing it with the Hippocratic model presumes in advance what needs to be demonstrated, namely that the material and mechanical parts of AristotleÕs account of generation can be isolated and examined strictly on their own terms, in keeping with the parameters of physiology. Framing the question as a comparison of two physiologies, then, predetermines the conclusion Coles draws about the similarity between the philosopher and the physician. But as I maintain, ascribing independence to the material and moving causes in this way is illegitimate since in AristotleÕs theory of generation these cannot be separated without distortion from his commitments to form and nal cause. Indeed, it is on the basis of the differences between form and nal cause (i.e. non-material, non-moving actualities) on the one hand, and strictly material causality on the other, that Aristotle explicitly distinguishes his own views from the pansomatism to which the Hippocratic writer subscribes. At stake in this debate about the conformity of AristotleÕs theory with a more modern scienti c model of reproduction is the reducibility or the nonreducibility of the metaphysical dimension of AristotleÕs theory of generation.
The Question of Sexual Generation and Rival Theories in the 5th and 4th Centuries B.C.
The question of sexual generation (genesis) is the question of how animals and plants give rise to offspring. What happens when a new living entity, the same in kind as the parent(s), comes into being? 2 Pansomatism was the theory that the offspring comes to be by way of generative material drawn from all parts of the parents bodies so that each part can be replicated in the offspring. The theory was in wide circulation by the time of the writing of the Hippocratic treatises ÒOn GenerationÓ (Genit.) and ÒThe Nature of the ChildÓ (Nat. Puer.), and the extended discussion in ÒDiseases IVÓ (Morb. IV ), 3 as well as AristotleÕs Generation of Animals (GA). 4 2 G.E.R. Lloyd writes, ÒYet beginning already in the mid-fth century B.C. there was a good deal of speculation on the problems of reproduction and heredity on the part of both philosophers and medical writers.Ó Science, Folklore and Ideology. N.Y.: Cambridge University Press, 1983, p. 86 . Because the evidence from the presocratic philosophers is fragmentary, the extant medical treatises, incorporating as they do ideas in circulation among theorists of this period, provide important evidence about early theories of generation. 
